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HEMARKS 

Claims 1-10 were addressed in the office action, claims 11-15 having been 
witfadm^ from consideration as non-elected claims. 

Claims 1 - 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as allegedly being obvious in 
view of U.S. Patent No. 6,348,298 to Sakuiai et al. (the Sakural et al. referenee). 

Claims 1 - 10 are directed to a fdiotosensitive resin composition for a color filter 
having a y-value, aftor development, of 0.1 to 2.5, and compriang a binder, a crosslinking 
monomer, a pigment; one or more phot^olymeiizadon initiators; one or more lower layer 
hardeners selected ftom the grov^ consisting of a ailane polymer, an ethylene monomer 
having at least one epoJjy groiv or oligomer thereof; and a solvent. (Claim 1) The claimed 
composition is usefiil as a trans-reflective type color LCD, which employs a. backlight and 
can tbewforc express a picture even in the absence of incident light. 

For an obviousness wjeotion to be proper, the Examber must cite prior art that 
shows all the elements of the claimed invention and thai provides some suggestion or 
incentive that would have motivated the skilled artisan to modify a reference or combined 
tefbrences to attain the claimed intvcntion with a reasonable expectation of success. 

The Sakurai et al. reference does not disclose a composition having the y-value of 
the claimed composition, i,e., ay-value after development of about 0.1 to 2.5. The Sakurai 
et al. reference only describes the disclosed composition for use as a reflective-type color 
LCD (see. e.g., column 1, Unes 8 - 14), which is a dispUy that expresses color without a 
backlight, by reflecting incident ligjjt Such LCDs employ different materials ftom those 
employed for tiana-reflcctive type LCDs. The difference between reflective-type and 
trans-reflective type LCDs is acknowledged in the Sakuiai et al. reference at column 1, 
lines 56 - 67. The differences in the utilities of the claimed composition and the Sakurai et 
al. composition reflect differences between the claimed composition and the Sakurai et al. 
composition, which cannot attain the claimed Y>value. 

The Sakurai et al. reference fails to disclose a composition that has the same utility 
as the clauned invention, and does not teach or suggest how the disclosed composition 
could be modified to attain the y-value value of the claimed composition or otherwise to 
achieve the utility of the claimed hivention. There is also no motive provided for 
modifying flie Sakurai et al. composition to serve as a different kind of LCD material. For 
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tiiese reasons, the disclosure of the Sakuiai et al. reference is insufficient to render obvious 
the composition of claim 1. Accordioglyi the stated ground of rejection is tespectfully 
traversed. 

In addition^ as set forth in the specification, the claimed composition has the 
unexpected properties of being suitable for the formation of a double-layer pattern by itie 
use of a slit mask, and of permitting control of y-value and film Sickness by control of the 
exposure energy. 

Further still, the Applicant notes that in maintaining the rejection, the Examiner 
maintains that the Sakurai et al. reference suggests replacing either of the methyl 
methaciylate monomers of the examples with a glycidyl methacTyIate» referring to column 
8 ofthe refei^nce* (OfTice action dated 01/20/2006, page 7). However, the Sakurai et al, 
reference only describes glycidyl methacrylate as a possible co-monomer of the alkali- 
soluble polymer resin (component B) of the Sakurai et al. composition (see col. 7, line 35 - 
col. 8, line 61). The glycidyl methacrylate cannot function as a hardener in a composition 
where it is polymerized into a polymer resin prior to its addition to the composition, as 
taugibt by Sakurai et al., and the Sakurai et al. reference provides no suggestion thai 
glycidyl methacrylate be added to the composition In any other form. Thus, the 
Examiner's assertion about the alleged suggested use of glycidyl methacrylate fiiUs to 
provide a hardener as recited in claim 1. Furthermore, the examples show compositions 
having only four components (beside a solvent); the suggested substitution would still not 
result in a composition as claimed, which has five components (not counting the solvent). 
While Sakurai et al. mention optional additives^ none are the same as the claimed 
hardeners* 

In view of the foregoing Remarks, reexamination and reconsideration of the claims 
is respectfully requested. 
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Should the Examiner have any questioxis regarding this response^ the landersigiaed 
respectfully requests the courtesy of a telephone conference to discuss any matters in need 
of attention. If there are any associated or additional charges with respect to fliis Response 
or otherwise, please charge them to Deposit Account No. 06-1130 maintained by 
Applicants* attorney. 



Respectfully submitted, 
CANTOR COLBURN LLP 
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